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Abstract 
The purpose of this study was to analyze and compare Title I programs in smal, 
rural school districts in Central Ilinois. The reauthorization of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act, referred to as the Improving America's Schools Act of 1994, 
has been a significant factor in redesigning Title I programs. The new trend in Title I 
programming focuses on accountability for maximum student achievement rather than the 
traditional issues concerning fiscal record keeping and detailed documentation that 
money was used to supplement, rather than supplant, existing programs. The 
coordination of funding sources and programs is encouraged by the reauthorization to 
maximize resources available to schools. 
A survey instrument was used to gather information. It was found that al 
elementary schools in the area surveyed have Title I programs. Elementary students had 
a higher eligibility for free and reduced lunches than high school students. Since 
eligibility for free and reduced lunches generates the amount of Title I funding, 
elementary grades were served more often than high school grades. Further, results of 
this study found that the most desirable means of providing Title I instruction was 
through inclusion methods of programming and computer aided instruction. 
Overal, the survey results indicated that Title I programs are becoming more 
efective due to flexibility in Title I regulations and innovative programming. 
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 
1 
Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965 is 
perhaps one of the oldest, established federal programs dedicated to the improvement of 
schools and student achievement. Title I programs have made it possible for 
disadvantaged children to gain a foundation in reading, writing, and mathematics. Title I 
programs serve over 6.5 milion children in two-thirds of the nation's elementary schools 
(LeTendre, 1996). 
The existing program at Ramsey Community Unit School District #204, Ramsey, 
Ilinois, (RCUSD #204), where the author is employed as Title I Director, includes 2.3 
Title I teachers and a 1.0 Title I aide. The Title I program utilizes one large classroom 
and one closet size classroom at the grade school and one medium size classroom at the 
high school. 
The large classroom at the grade school houses the Title I computer lab. The 
computer lab has twelve workstations and one file server networked with Josten's 
software to conduct remedial reading and math activities. This network is connected to a 
dot matrix printer. 
In addition, the computer lab contains an island that has three personal computers 
that can be used independently. There is one laser printer connected to these four 
computers. This lab also contains a laptop computer without a disk drive, a duo dock, 
portable printer and a micro-imaging camera. In addition, there are 14 Brainchild hand 
held computers that provide supplemental instruction in reading, math, language arts, 
science, and social studies. 
The historical financial data for CUSD #204 includes a fiscal year 1996 (FY96) 
budget of $126,486. This includes an initial alocation of $66,469, fiscal year 1995 
(FY95) carry over of $15,739, and FY96 realocation of $44,278. Fiscal  year 1997 
(FY97) budget projections total approximately $99,918. This includes an initial 
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alocation of $62,761, FY96 carry over of $11,536, and FY97 realocation of $25,621. 
Supplemental programs are being investigated to perpetuate the purpose of Title I which 
is to provide supplemental educational assistance to children with economic 
disadvantages. 
Title I monies are alocated on the basis of Free and Reduced Lunch Applications. 
In grades K-8, eligibility for free and reduced lunches was 52 % in fiscal year 1996 and 
eligibility for free and reduced lunches was 60% in fiscal year 1997. At the high school 
level, grades 9-12, eligibility for free and reduced lunches was 27% in fiscal year 1996 
and 25 % in fiscal year 1997. These percentages generate the Title I dolars for RCUSD 
#204. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to analyze and compare Title I programs in smal, 
rural school districts in Central Ilinois. Specific objectives of the study were: 
1. To identify personnel paid for with Title I funds. · 
2. To identify different types of Title I programs and administrative satisfaction 
with current program types. 
3. To identify instructional uses of Title I funds. 
4. To investigate the use of computer based instruction in the provision of Title I 
instruction. 
5. To survey the curriculum areas to be supplemented with Title I programming. 
6. To survey the grade levels that receive Title I programming. 
7. To survey the Title I budget of districts. 
8. To survey percentages of students eligible for free and reduced lunches. 
9. To examine school eligibility and participation in School Wide Programming. 
Problems have been identified in the current Title I program at Ramsey CUSD 
#204 because significant funds have been spent on Title I programming with minimal 
supervision, and Title I equipment has been purchased and not utilized. There were 
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concerns that the resources were not being used to their potential, and a belief that the 
Title I program could be improved. 
Uniqueness of the Study 
It was believed that the results of this study should immediately benefit the 
Ramsey Community Unit School District #204 by providing information to upgrade 
current Title I programming. Program changes should result in improved student 
achievement across core subject areas. Information gathered and compiled in this 
investigation could be shared with districts with similar problems and needs. 
Assumptions of the Study 
It was assumed that there were models of Title I programs that utilized resources 
purchased by Title I dolars to the maximum benefit for students who were eligible for 
Title I services. There was the understanding that superintendents surveyed knew about 
their districts' Title I programs and would answer the survey questions to the best of their 
ability. The assumption was that these administrators would provide meaningful 
information pertaining to Title I programs. It was assumed that RCUSD #204 was not 
the only district that was not satisfied with its Title I programming and that other school 
districts would desire additional information and alternatives to current methods and 
procedures. The presumption was that other districts practiced pul out Title I programs, 
inclusionary Title I programs, or after school Title I programs. There was an assumption 
that the current Title I programming at Ramsey Community School District #204 was not 
adequate for the students receiving Title I services. It was recognized that there were 
alternatives that were viable options for RCUSD #204 regarding Title I programming. 
Delimitations of the Study 
A delimitation of this field study was parent involvement. Although parental 
involvement was a concept stressed by the Title I program, this study did not involve this 
area because it did not directly contribute to the focus of the purpose which was to 
analyze and compare Title I programs. 
Definition of Terms 
Alocated Title I Funds. Federal funding to school districts generated by the 
percentage of free and reduced lunch eligible students enroled in a district. 
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Carry oyer Title I Funds. Funds from the previous year's Title I alocation that 
were not spent. 
Computer aided instruction. Use of computers in providing instruction. 
Computer technology. Use of computers to enhance the curriculum (i.e. math, 
reading, English skils dril and practice of skils). 
Computer lab. Classroom where computer technology is the primary instructional 
tool. 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. Federal legislation that 
created federal funding to provide supplemental instruction for disadvantaged youth in 
the areas of reading and math. 
Engaged learning. Students use resources to design their own curriculum. 
Learning becomes interactive and exploratory. Interests drive subject mater using 
educational skils. Educational skils are developed within the student so that the student 
becomes a self learner. 
lnclusionary practices. The Title I teacher and regular classroom teacher plan for 
reading and/or math lessons and implement lessons cooperatively. 
Instructional materials. Materials used in providing instruction. 
Instructional practices. Methods of providing instruction to students. 
Josten's Learning System. A software package that provides individualized 
remedial instruction in math, reading, science, social studies, and writing. This software 
includes the capacity to pre-and post-test students and document student achievement. 
Pul out programs. Students are sent out of the regular classroom to the Title I 
classroom for instruction. 
Realocated Title I Funds. Additional funds that may be distributed to Title I 
eligible school districts due to other districts forfeiting Title I funds from the previous 
year. 
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Resources. Money, equipment, teachers, aides, supplies, instructional materials, 
and anything else that may be available to enhance the instructional program. 
School Wide Program. The school is eligible to design a Title I program that 
utilizes Title I funds across the entire curriculum for al students. 
Supplemental services. Instruction provided in addition to regular classroom 
instruction. 
Title I Programs. Previously referred to as Chapter I, these programs were 
initialy established in 1965 by the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) for 
the purpose of providing supplemental instruction for disadvantaged youth in the areas of 
reading and math. 
Technology. Computers, VCRs, camcorders, etc. used to enhance the educational 
environment, offer engaged learning opportunities, and computer aided instruction. 
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Chapter 2 
Rationale, Review of Literature and Research 
Rationale 
There were several reasons why this study was conducted. The first reason was to 
analyze and compare Title I programs in smal, rural school districts in Central Ilinois. 
The author felt that there were alternatives to the current Title I programming at Ramsey 
Community Unit School District #204 which would lead to improved student 
achievement. Finaly, it was hoped that the study would provide information so decisions 
could be made to improve the current Title I program at RCUSD #204. 
Review of the Literature 
Title I/Chapter 1 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965 
has been the catalyst for the improvement of instruction for students with economicaly 
disadvantaged backgrounds. While reauthorizations have occurred in the last 32 years, 
Title I has maintained a constant focus for the improvement Of student achievement 
regardless of socioeconomic, cultural or linguistical differences. With these 
reauthorizations for the ESEA, changes for educational programming have been 
purported, and funding criteria have changed. Any type of change demands adjustments 
to the planning, implementation and evaluation levels. Title I has been a program that 
has demanded these changes. 
Title I programs have made it possible for disadvantaged children to gain a 
foundation in reading, writing, and mathematics. This foundation has given at-risk 
children the passport from poverty that the original sponsors of the ESEA envisioned. 
Additional legislation such as the Hawkins-Stafford Amendments mandate accountability 
for student performance, provide opportunities for flexibility and creativity in Title I 
programming, and stress higher-order thinking rather than dril and rote learning and 
coordination with the regular program. ESEA programs are to consider that al students 
can benefit from more provocative and chalenging instruction than many programs 
currently offer (LeTendre, 1991). 
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Federal funds for Title I programming are distributed to each state through the 
state's educational agency. The state educational agency has the responsibility to folow 
federal guidelines in alocating the Title I funds to local educational agencies within the 
state (LeTendre, 1995). Title I funds are disbursed based on the percentage of each 
district's student eligibility for free and reduced lunches. The basis of this funding 
formula is to ensure that federal funds are distributed based upon the number of poor 
children in a school, rather than on academic achievement scores. Schools are no longer 
penalized for success by losing funds in the event that student achievement scores are 
increased (LeTendre, 1996). 
Title I, which was caled Chapter 1, has reverted to its original name in a recent 
reauthorization (LeTendre, 1996). This most recent reauthorization for the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act is the Improving America's Schools Act of 1994. This bil 
was signed into law on October 20, 1994. This reauthorization amended and reauthorized 
the Chapter 1, Title I Program (Farrar, 1994). The focus of the Improving America's 
Schools Act of 1994 is to ensure that al children, whatever their school and background, 
can achieve at high levels across subject areas to meet state standards (LeTendre, 1996). 
The new statute requires Title I programs to be done differently in elementary and 
secondary education programs. The new statute encourages beter coordination and 
integration of services across programs and a strong focus on services which help at-risk 
children achieve the high standards expected of al children. There is less emphasis on 
providing services within rigid categorical requirements; new flexibility to states and 
local agencies in the use of federal resources; and a pervasive emphasis on improving 
educational outcomes for al children. The new law took effect on July 1, 1995 (Farrar, 
1994). 
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The new law advises districts to consolidate federal grants to improve teaching 
and learning by encouraging greater cross-program coordination, planning and service 
delivery and enhanced integration of programs with educational activities carried out with 
state and local funds (Ilinois State Board of Education, 1996). This includes district 
planning for the mandated school improvement plan, Title I plan, and the recommended 
technology plan. The benefits of coordinating funds and school improvement plans 
include: 
1. One comprehensive planning process; 
2. Promotion of communication and colaboration within a district and its 
schools; 
3. Focus on limited resources on the most critical needs of the local educational 
agency, its students, and teachers; 
4. Integration of services and elimination of duplication among grant programs; 
5. Provision of a model for coordinating federal, state and local programs and 
resources to improve teaching and learning that support education reform; and 
6. Linking of the local educational agency's goals, objectives, and needs to grant 
resources, state and local funds (ISBE, 1996). 
A major change in the law shifts the responsibility for decision making to the 
local level, where schools and districts can determine the type of Title I program that wil 
best enable their students to meet state standards. This includes the grade levels that are 
to be served and the subjects that are to be offered in the Title I schools. Any student, 
including limited English proficient children, migrant children, homeless children, and 
children with disabilities, can be selected for Title I services on the same basis with no 
special tests required for eligibility. Title I funds can be used to provide parent training; 
staff development for al teachers; equipment, supplies and materials; transportation; pre-
school programs; and health, nutrition and social services (LeTendre, 1996). 
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Beginning in 1996-97, any school with 50% or more of its students from low-
income families may operate a School Wide Title I program. Once a school qualifies to 
operate a School Wide program, it may continue to do so even if its poverty percentage 
drops below 50% (LeTendre, 1996). Under School Wide plans the programs shal be 
designed by principals, teachers, other school staff, and parents receiving Title I 
assistance. An analysis of needs and strengths of the school community shal be 
conducted and used in Title I planning efforts (Locket, 1996). In general, each school 
receiving assistance from Title I shal provide high-quality professional development that 
wil improve the teaching of academic subjects, consistent with the state content 
standards, in order to enable al children to meet the state's student performance 
standards. 
Traditional programming options may not be enough to meet today's student 
needs. Quality education in an environment of profound, long-term poverty cannot be 
achieved by simply applying traditional practices in a traditional organizational model 
(LeTendre, 1991). While the basics of reading, writing, and mathematics are the same, 
new methods of teaching and learning are needed. Throughout the years, Title I 
programs have produced a variety of creative and innovative strategies for teaching and 
learning that enable children to meet state standards. Locket (1996) has described 
reform strategies which include the folowing: 
1. Appropriate modifications of standard models to accommodate students' 
strengths and weaknesses; 
2. Partnerships with institutions of higher education; 
3. Career ladder programs; 
4. Gender-equitable education methods; and 
5. Experimental-based teaching methods such as service learning. 
Other reform strategies include research based teaching strategies such as 
Mathematics Our Way; HOT Science; integrated learning and teaching models; reading 
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models that address al learning styles; ungraded classrooms at early primary levels; 
integrated subject disciplines and specialties across grades; and use of thematic units 
(Locket, 1996). Furthermore, Locket (1996) purports the use of computers and 
technology; the focus on early childhood educational experiences; extended school year 
or school day; and emphasis on building self-concept, self-esteem, and cultural pride. 
There are indications that some officials at the school and district levels regard 
being identified for program improvement as a stigma or punishment (LeTendre, 1991). 
While it is necessary to label populations in some manner so that funding can folow, it is 
important to remember that the identification of the population is only for this purpose. 
Educators must be aware of the labeling process and the implications of labels without 
focusing on the negative connotations of such labels. For a program to be successful, it 
must be coordinated with the regular classroom program and must build on the same 
instructional strategies and materials (LeTendre, 1991). While at-risk students may 
require supplemental instruction, their goals should be the sa:me as their peers. There 
may be more steps involved in their achievement of these goals, but the at-risk student's 
curriculum should paralel that of his/her peers. 
After 32 years of the existence of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, 
educators must continue to ask themselves what the needs are for students at-risk of poor 
academic achievement. These answers should continue to generate successful Title I 
programs. Successful Title I programs should be school and student based, should try 
new ideas and methods, and should make parents feel more like partners in their 
children's education. Emphasis on the spirit of the law, rather than the leter of the law, 
should produce beter educational programs (LeTendre, 1991). 
Review of Research 
Gradual evolution of field-based research on Title I programs indicates that 
teachers, schools, and programs often do make a difference. Research has identified 
specific actions that professional educators can take to improve students' academic gains. 
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When teachers utilize such variables as academic learning time, interactive instruction, 
good classroom management and thoughtful use of praise, there is clearly a relation to 
gains in student achievement. Schools can make a significant difference by the presence 
of clear academic goals, positive school climate (especialy as viewed by the student), 
regular instructional use of evaluation results, and firm, consistent academic leadership. 
Programs can make a difference when they include such strategies as early intervention 
efforts, some continuous progress programs, one-to-one remedial tutoring, cooperative 
learning programs, and intensive computer-assisted instruction. Effective programs are 
comprehensive, intensive and adapted to individual needs and frequently assess student 
progress (Stringfield, Bilig, and Davis, 1991). 
The U.S. Department of Education (1995), through reviews of research, has 
identified a number of characteristics of effective compensatory programs, such as 
(a) clear goals and objectives that state high expectations for student learning and 
behavior, (b) coordination with the regular school program and with other special 
programs, and (c) parent/community involvement. The Department also has 
recommended (a) professional development and training for educators, (b) strong 
instructional leadership, (c) appropriate instructional materials, (d) methods and 
approaches that result in maximum use of academic time, (e) close monitoring of student 
progress, (t) regular feedback to student about performance, (g) recognition and 
rewarding of excelence, (h) positive school and classroom climate, and (i) use of 
evaluation results for program or project improvement. 
Stringfield, Bilig, and Davis (1991) describe a simple Title I model as folows: 
(a) federal law and regulations drive state law and regulations; (b) state laws drive Title I 
programs which go to the district; (c) district provides guidelines and opportunities for 
the individual school and community; (d) programs are developed at the school level 
which include parents, Title I instruction, regular classroom instruction, and other school 
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programs; and (e) this process leads to student achievement. More complex models are 
developed as school needs and student needs arise. 
Title I provides the resources for schools to expand their curriculum and remedial 
efforts. Slavin (1991) envisions ESEA programs as the catalyst for change in the 
education of disadvantaged children. Traditionaly, the major accountability of ESEA 
programs has been issues concerning fiscal record keeping and detailed documentation 
that money was used to supplement, not supplant existing programs (Stringfield, Bilig, 
Davis, 1991). The trend has now shifted, with the reauthorization of ESEA of 1994, to 
effective programming for maximum student achievement. 
Chapter 3 
Design of the Study 
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The purpose of this study was to analyze and compare Title I programs in smal, 
rural school districts in Central Ilinois. The data colected and compiled were used to 
make decisions about Title I programming in RCUSD #204 which include personnel, 
expenditures, instructional materials and instructional practices. Specific study objectives 
were: 
1. To identify personnel paid with Title I funds. 
2. To identify different types of Title I programs and administrative satisfaction 
with current program types. 
3. To identify instructional uses of Title I funds. 
4. To investigate the use of computer based instruction in the provision of Title I 
instruction. 
5. To survey the curriculum areas to be supplemented with Title I programming. 
6. To survey the grade levels that receive Title I programming. 
7. To survey the Title I budget of districts. 
8. To survey percentages of students eligible for free and reduced lunches. 
9. To examine school eligibility and participation in School Wide Programming. 
Sample and Population 
The population to be surveyed consisted of 81 superintendents in rural districts in 
Central Ilinois in the counties not more than 40 miles from Interstate Highway 70. This 
population constitutes al school districts in the geographical area described. This 
population was selected so that successful programs that were identified could be 
networked to facilitate future Title I programming modifications. 
Data Colection and Instrumentation 
A survey instrument (See Appendix A) was developed to colect information from 
superintendents of schools about Title I programs, use of computer technology, budgets, 
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percentage of free and reduced lunches, and overal satisfaction with Title I programs. 
This instrument was accompanied by a cover leter (Appendix B) which described the 
purpose of the study and how to complete the survey. 
Summaries of Title I program survey answers returned were presented in tables to 
show similarities and differences. A "comments" section was included for additional 
information from superintendents. 
The survey instruments were mailed to superintendents along with a self-
addressed stamped envelope. The cover leter and survey instrument were mailed on 
June 9, 1996. Returned surveys were compiled on November 20, 1996. Sixty-four of 81 
surveys were returned. No folow-up mailing was conducted due to the significant 
response rate of 80 % .
Data, for Objective #1-Title I Personnel, was colected from the survey question, 
"How are Title I funds used in your district (Check as many as apply). Reading 
Recovery teachers, number of Reading Recovery teachers, Title I teachers, number of 
Title I teachers, Title I teacher aides, and/or number of teacher aides." Data, for 
Objective #2-Program Types and Administrative Satisfactions, was colected from the 
survey questions, "Do your Title I or Reading Recovery teachers go into the classroom, 
pul students out of the regular classroom, or do you have an after school Title I 
program?" and "Overal satisfaction with your Title I program? Excelent, Satisfactory, or 
Unsatisfactory. " 
Data, for Objective #3-Instructional Uses Other Than Personnel, was colected 
from the survey question, "How are Title I funds used in your district (Check as many as 
apply)? Computers, software, student materials, teacher materials, consumable supplies, 
technology training, and/or other staff development." Data, for Objective #4-Computer 
Based Instruction, was colected from the survey question, "If you use computers in your 
Title I program, in what ways (Check as many as apply)? Josten's, computer lab, 
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computer network, stand alone computers with software in classrooms, Internet, or any 
other technology types." 
Data, for Objective #5-Subjects Supplemented With Title I Programs, was 
colected from the survey question, "Subjects supplemented with Title I programs? 
reading, writing, math, and others, please list." Data, for Objective #6-Grade Levels 
Served, was colected from the survey question, "Grade levels served? Elementary, 
junior high, and/or high school." Data, for Objective #7-Title I Budgets, was colected 
from the survey question, "What is the amount of your Title I budget?" 
Data, for Objective #8-Eligibility for Free and Reduced Lunches, was colected 
from the survey questions, "What is the percentage of free and reduced lunches at the 
elementary level (K-8)?" and "What is the percentage of free and reduced lunches at the 
high school level (9-12)?" Data, for Objective #9-Eligibility and Participation in School 
Wide Programs, was colected from the survey questions, "Are you eligible for School 
Wide programming? Yes or no?" and "Are you a School Wide program? Yes or no?" 
Data Analysis 
The data were colected and compiled by the researcher. The study made use of 
descriptive statistics. As a result of this investigation, decisions were made about Title I 
programming in RCUSD #204 that directly relate to student achievement. These 
decisions were used to make recommendations for Title I programs that included 
personnel, equipment, instructional materials and instructional practices. 
Chapter 4 
Results 
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The survey of Title I Programs was sent to eighty-one (81) superintendents of 
rural districts in Central Ilinois. Sixty-five (65) participants returned completed surveys 
indicating a survey return rate of 80%. The survey sought information regarding 
personnel, programming options, budget, free and reduced lunch percentages, School 
Wide eligibility, satisfaction with current Title I program, and comments related to Title I 
programming. 
To facilitate ease in completing the survey, a checklist format was used and a self-
addressed stamped envelope was included. Participants were asked to check al responses 
that applied and fil in the blanks with budget and free/reduced lunch information. There 
were nine items on the survey. Additional space was provided for participants to request 
a final report of the results, summary, findings, conclusions and recommendations 
of this study. 
Data were analyzed and summarized in the subheadings of programming options 
including personnel, budgets, Free or Reduced Lunch eligibility, School Wide eligibility 
and overal administrative satisfaction. Comments from superintendents were included in 
the analysis to further explain colected data. A narrative description of the actual 
percentage of responses for each area and a summary of the results were provided. 
Specific objectives of the study were: 
1. To identify personnel paid with Title I funds. 
2. To identify different types of Title I programs and administrative satisfaction 
with current program types. 
3. To identify instructional uses of Title I funds. 
4. To investigate the use of computer based instruction in the provision of Title I 
instruction. 
5. To survey the curriculum areas to be supplemented with Title I programming. 
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6. To survey the grade levels that receive Title I programming. 
7. To survey the Title I budget of districts. 
8. To survey percentages of students eligible for free and reduced lunches. 
9. To examine school eligibility and participation in School Wide Programming. 
Objective #1: Title I Personnel 
Table 1 describes data regarding Title I personnel employed by a district. Ninety-
seven percent of the districts employed traditional Title I teachers and 63 % of the districts 
employed Title I aides. Twenty-three percent of the respondents indicated that Reading 
Recovery personnel were employed using Title I funds, 11 % of the districts responding 
indicated that some type of parent involvement or parent training coordinator was 
employed and 3 % reported employment of counselors using Title I funds. Most districts 
indicated that more than one type of Title I employee was employed. 
Three percent of the districts did not employ a Title I teacher of any type, while 
37 % of the districts did not employ Title I aides. The ratio of aides to teachers for al 
reporting districts was indicated as 2:3. 
Table 1 
Title I Personnel 
N=>64 n 
1 or more Title I Teachers 62 97% 
1 or more Title I Aides 40 63% 
1 or more Reading Recovery Teachers 15 23% 
.1 or more Parent Involvementffraining Persons 8 11 % 
1 or more Counselors 2 3% 
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Objective #2: Program Types and Administrative Satisfaction 
Program Types. Table 2 describes programming types used such as pul out, 
inclusion, or after school programs. Of the fifty-nine districts represented, 93 3 of the 
districts indicated the use of a pul out method for scheduling Title I programs, and 83 3 
indicated inclusionary practices in scheduling Title I programming. Seventy-eight 
percent of the respondents indicated that they used pul out and inclusionary scheduling 
for Title I programming. After school programming was used in scheduling Title I 
supplementary instruction in 12 3 of the districts. 
Table 2 
Program Types 
N=>59 n 
Pul Out Programs 55 933 
Inclusion Programs 49 833 
Both Pul Out and Inclusion Programs 46 783 
After School Programs 7 123 
Administrative Satisfaction. Table 3 indicates administrative satisfaction with 
current Title I Programming. Fifty-two percent of the superintendents rated their Title I 
program as satisfactory, while 39 3 rated it as excelent and 9 3 as unsatisfactory. 
Objective #3: Instructional Uses Other Than Personnel 
Table 4 describes instructional uses of Title I funds other than personnel. 
Instructional uses other than personnel include the use of computers, student materials, . teacher materials, consumable materials, and staff development. Al districts reported 
instructional uses other than personnel. 
Table 3 
Satisfaction Ratings for Title I Programs 
N=64 
Satisfactory Rating 
Excelent Rating 
Unsatisfactory Rating 
Table 4 
Instructional Uses Other Than  Personnel 
N=>64 
Student Materials 
Teacher Materials 
Computers 
Consumable Materials 
Staff Development 
Other 
n 
33 
25 
6 
n 
50 
44 
44 
37 
32 
25 
523 
393 
93 
783 
693 
693 
583 
503 
393 
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Student materials were purchased in 78 3 of the districts, while teacher materials 
were required in 693 of the districts. Sixty-nine percent of the districts indicated that 
computers were used in providing Title I services. Consumable materials were required 
•n 5 8 3 of the districts, and staff development was provided in 50 3 of the districts. 
Thirty-nine percent of the districts indicated Title I funds were used for other 
types of programming such as summer school, (three districts); administrative needs, 
(two districts); tutoring, (two districts); after school programming, (seven districts); 
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Hermann Reading Method, (one district); parent involvement/training, (eight districts); 
and counseling, (two districts). 
Objective #4: Computer Based Instruction 
Table 5 describes the respondents' use of computer based instruction. Some type 
of computer technology for instruction was used in 94 3 of the districts surveyed. No 
computer based instruction was indicated in 63 of the districts reporting. Software use 
was indicated in 693 of the districts, classroom computers were used in 673 of the 
districts, a computer network was utilized in 38 3 of the districts, and a computer 
laboratory was utilized in 36 3 of the districts. Eleven percent of the districts had Internet 
connectivity, while 63 used Josten's Learning System. Other technology types were 
used in 14 3 of the districts which included computer instruction in Accelerated Reading, 
integrated learning systems, presentation equipment, productivity, and laser technology. 
Table 5 
Use of Computer Based Instruction 
N=>64 n 
Computer Based Instruction 60 943 
Software 44 693 
Computer(s) in Classroom 43 673 
Computer Network 24 383 
Computer Laboratory 23 363 
Other Technology 9 143 
Internet Connectivity 7 113 
Josten' s Learning System 4 63 
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Objective #5· Subjects To Be Supplemented with Title I Programming 
Table 6 describes data on subjects to be supplemented with Title I programming 
including reading, writing, and mathematics. Other subjects may be incorporated into the 
instructional plan according to School Wide planning guidelines, or they may be tied into 
the primary subjects of reading and mathematics. 
Of the districts represented, 95 % indicated that reading was included in the Title I 
program. Writing was included in Title I programming as indicated by 63 % of the 
districts, while mathematics was included in 57% of the districts. 
Thirteen percent of the districts represented indicated that other subjects were 
included in Title I programming. Other subjects included speling, language arts, 
enrichment, study skils, research, and HOTS science; one respondent indicated al 
subjects were supplemented with Title I programming. 
Table 6 
Subjects To Be Supplemented with Title I Programming 
N=>56 n 
Reading 53 95% 
Writing 35 63% 
Mathematics 32 57% 
Other Subjects 7 13% 
Objective #6: Grade Levels Served 
Table 7 describes the respondents' data on grade "levels served. Of the sixty-four . districts reporting, fourteen districts did not provide data in this area. 
Al of the fifty districts reporting indicated that elementary Title I programs were 
in place. Forty-six percent of the reporting districts indicated that junior high/middle 
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Table 7 
Grade Levels Served 
N=>50 n 
Elementary Served 50 100% 
Junior High/Middle School Served 23 46% 
High School Served 4 8% 
Elementary, Junior High and High School 4 8% 
school Title I programs were in place, while 8 % indicated that high school Title I 
programs were in place. Al districts with high school programs also had elementary and 
junior high/middle school programs. 
Objective #7: Title I Budgets 
Table 8 describes the range of Title I budgets of the responding districts. One of 
the sixty-four responding districts did not report budget information; thus the response 
percentages were based on sixty-three districts reporting. The total amount of Title I 
budgets from the sixty-three districts reporting was $12,879,362. This is an average of 
$204,434 per district. The range of budgets of the sixty-three districts reporting was 
$3,500-$1,600,000. 
Eight percent of the respondents indicated a budget of $1,000-$25,000, 17% 
indicated a budget of $25,001-$50,000, 14% indicated a budget of $50,001-$75,000 and 
17% indicated a budget of $75,001-$100,000. Fourteen percent of the respondents 
indicated a budget of $100,001-$200,000, 11 % indicated a budget of $200,001-$300,000, 
6% indicated a budget of $300,001-$400,000 and 2 % indicated a budget of $400,001-
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Table 8 
Range of Title I Budgets 
N=63 .n 
$1, 000-$25 '000 5 83 
$25'001-$50 '000 11 173 
$50,001-$75,000 9 143 
$75,001-$100,000 11 173 
$100' 001-$200' 000 9 143 
$200,001-$300,000 6 113 
$300' 001-400' 000 4 63 
$400,001-500,000 1 23 
$500,001-1,000,000 5 83 
Over $1,000,000 2 33 
$500,000. Eight percent of the respondents indicated a budget of $500,001-$1,000,000, 
while two districts (33) indicated a budget over $1,000,000. 
The range from $25,000 to $200,000 reflects the greatest concentration of funding 
for districts. This constitutes 64 3 of the Title I funds distributed in these sixty-three 
districts. Sixteen percent of the respondents indicated a decrease in Title I funding during 
the preceding years. 
Objective #8: Eligibility for Free or Reduced Lunches 
Title I funding is based on the number of students eligible for free and reduced 
lunches. One of the reporting sixty-four districts did not respond to this question. Out of 
the sixty-three districts reporting, the average elementary students' free and reduced lunch 
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eligibility for FY96 was 33 % . Elementary student eligibility ranged from 3 % to 89 % .
Out of the sixty-three districts reporting, the average high school free and reduced lunch 
eligibility for FY96 was 20 % . High school student eligibility ranged from 2 % to 62 % .
Table 9 describes the percentage of elementary school students who were eligible 
for free and reduced lunch. Eligibility for elementary students for free and reduced 
lunches was 19% for the range of 1 %-20% eligibility, 62 % for the range of 21 %-
40% eligibility,14% for the range of 41 %-60% eligibility and 5% for over 60% 
eligibility. 
Table 9 
Elementary Students' EligibUity for Free and Reduced Lunched Reported 
N=63 
1 %-20% Eligibility 
21 %-40% Eligibility 
41 %-60% Eligibility 
Over 60 % Eligibility 
.n 
12 
39 
9 
3 
19% 
62% 
14% 
5% 
Table 10 describes the percentage of high school students who were eligible for 
free and reduced lunch. Eligibility for high school students for free and reduced lunches 
was 38% for the range of 1 %-20% eligibility, 25% for the range of 21 %-40% eligibility, 
0 % for the range of 41 %-60 % eligibility, and 2 % for the range of over 60 % eligibility. 
Objective #9: EHgibHity and Participation in School Wide Programs 
School Wide Title I programming is available to school districts which meet a 
certain criteria of free and reduced lunch eligibility. School Wide Title I programming 
indicates how Title I funds may be used. 
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Table 10 
High School Students' Eligibility for Free and Reduced Lunches Reported 
N=41 .n 
1 %-20 % Eligibility 24 38% 
21 %-40 % Eligibility 16 25% 
41 %-60% Eligibility 0 0% 
Over 60 % Eligibility 1 2% 
School Wide EHgibility. Table 11 describes school eligibility to participate in 
School Wide Title I Programs. One district superintendent did not respond to the 
question concerning School Wide Title I programming. Sixty-eight percent of the 
districts indicate that they were eligible to participate in a School Wide Title I program 
while 32 % were not eligible to participate in School Wide programming. 
Table 11 
Schools Eligible to Participate in School Wide Pro.gramming 
N=63 
Schools Eligible to Participate 
Schools Not Eligible to Participate 
.n 
43 
20 
~ 
68% 
32% 
School Wide Participation. Table 12 describes school participation in School 
Wide Title I Programs. Twenty-one percent of the districts indicated that they 
participated in School Wide Title I programs while 79 % ·did not participate in School 
' Wide programming. 
Table 12 
Participation in School Wide Programming 
N=63 
Have School Wide Title I Program 
No School Wide Title I Program 
n 
13 
50 
21 % 
79% 
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Chapter 5 
Summary, Findings, Conclusions and Recommendations 
Summary 
The purpose of this paper was to analyze and compare Title I programs in smal, 
rural school districts in Central Ilinois. The data colected and compiled were used to 
make decisions about Title I programming at RCUSD #204 including personnel, 
programming, instructional materials and instructional practices. Specific objectives of 
the study were: 
1. To identify personnel paid with Title I funds. 
2. To identify different types of Title I programs and administrative satisfaction 
with current program types. 
3. To identify instructional uses of Title I funds. 
4. To investigate the use of computer based instruction in the provision of Title I 
instruction. 
5. To survey the curriculum areas to be supplemented with Title I programming. 
6. To survey the grade levels that receive Title I programming. 
7. To survey the Title I budget of districts. 
8. To survey percentages of students eligible for free and reduced lunches. 
9. To examine school eligibility and participation in School Wide Programming. 
It was the writer's intent that the successful completion of this investigation 
would produce recommendations to improve Title I programming in RCUSD #204 and to 
share results with other districts with a similar need. This project was designed so that 
successful programs that were identified could be networked to facilitate successful Title 
I programming in the future. 
The results of this study should immediately benefit the Ramsey Community Unit 
School District #204 by providing information to upgrade current Title I programming. 
These results should efect a significant change in student achievement across core 
subject areas due to Title I programming to provide supplemental educational 
opportunities. 
Findings 
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Data were analyzed and summarized in the subheadings of Title I personnel, 
program types and administrative satisfaction with programming, instructional uses other 
than personnel, computer based instruction, subjects to be supplemented with Title I 
programming, grade levels served, Title I budgets, eligibility for free or reduced lunches -
FY96, and eligibility and participation in School Wide programming. Comments were 
included from the returned surveys in this analysis to further explain colected data. 
Objective #I-Title I Personnel. An analysis of data colected as a result of this 
survey represents a general view of Title I programs in the region. Title I personnel was 
evident in al districts. Personnel consisted of Reading Recovery teachers, Title I 
teachers for pul out or inclusion Title I services, Title I aides for pul out or inclusion, 
counselors at the elementary and high school levels, and parent involvement coordinators 
or trainers. The average ratio of Title I aides to Title I teachers was indicated at 2:3. It 
should be noted that the aides were not necessarily in the same room or program as the 
Title I teachers. Title I directors or coordinators were responsible for using Title I aides 
in curriculum and grade levels where they were needed. 
Objective #2-Pro_gram Types and Administrative Satisfaction. Programming 
options included program types, instructional needs, computers and subjects to be 
supplemented by Title I programming. The majority of the superintendents responding 
indicated that they used a traditional method of pul out and inclusionary scheduling for 
Title I programs. Current trends in Title I programming encourage the inclusionary 
scheduling over the traditional pul out method. Comments on the surveys indicated that 
districts were moving with this trend to provide inclusionary services. Only 12 % of the 
districts reported after school hour programs. Although this is a trend encouraged 
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at the state level, only two districts reported after school programs, while three summer 
school programs were reported. 
Fifty-two percent of the superintendents rated their Title I program as satisfactory, 
while 39 % rated it as excelent and 9 % as unsatisfactory. 
Objective #3-Instructional Uses Other Than Personnel. Instructional uses other 
than personnel included computers, student materials, teacher materials, consumable 
materials, staff development and specialized needs of districts. Instructional uses other 
than personnel include the use of computers, student materials, teacher materials, 
consumable materials, and staff development. Al districts reported instructional uses 
other than personnel. Computers were used in a majority of the districts (69%). This 
indicated that computers are being used to facilitate student achievement and have been 
found to be effective. The capital outlay expenditures are authorized by federal Title I 
guidelines, and districts are using this to their advantage. This type of flexibility 
indicates that it is feasible to tie Title I plans, technology plans, and school improvement 
plans together rather than have three separate plans. Miscelaneous expenditures included 
administrative needs, tutoring, specialized subject areas, counseling, parent involvement 
and training opportunities. Other Title I funds were used for staff development 
opportunities in half of the districts. This is consistent with expectations of federal 
guidelines to improve methods of instruction by educators. 
Objective #4-Computer Based Instruction. Computer based instruction was 
represented by a significant amount of survey responses (69%) from superintendents. 
This generates an analysis of computer based instructional needs. The different types of 
computer usage included software, Josten's Learning System, a computer network, 
Internet connectivity, a computer laboratory, computers in the classrooms, and other 
miscelaneous uses of technology. Other miscelaneous uses of computers included 
Accelerated Reading, integrated learning systems, presentation equipment, productivity, 
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and laser technology. As indicated in the analysis of programming options, computer and 
integrated learning opportunities are viable options for Title I programming. 
Objective #5-Subjects Supplemented With Title I Programming. While former 
federal guidelines have indicated that the primary focus of Title I would be reading and 
math, districts are identifying supplemental needs in other curriculum areas. As needs 
assessments are conducted at the district level and Title I grants are writen to address 
these needs, other subjects have been approved to be supplemented. Other subjects may 
be tied into the primary subjects of reading and mathematics. Ninety-five percent of the 
districts reporting indicated that reading was stil the primary focus of Title I 
programming. Writing is supplemented in 63 % of the districts, while regular math 
instruction is supplemented 57% of the time. Al districts reported supplementing more 
than one instructional area. Other instructional areas receiving supplemental instruction 
included speling, language arts, science, enrichment opportunities, study skils, and 
research. One district reported that al subjects are supplemented with Title I 
programming. 
Objective #6-Grade Levels Served. Grade levels served is a significant indicator 
of Title I programming. Al of the districts reported Title I programming for their 
elementary schools. Forty-six percent of the districts reporting indicated that junior 
high/middle school Title I programs were in place, and 8 % indicated that high school 
Title I programs were in place. Al Title I programs that served high schools also served 
elementary and junior high/middle school programs. 
Objective #7-Title I Budgets. The range of budgets of the 63 districts reporting 
was $3,500-$1,600,000. The range from $25,000 to $200,000 reflects the greatest 
concentration of funding for districts. This constitutes 64 % of the Title I funds 
distributed in responding districts. Sixteen percent of respondent comments noted a 
concern about a decrease in Title I funding. Reductions in previous budgets do not alow 
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for meeting the needs assessed in the district. Seven percent of the respondents indicated 
that this was a problem. 
Objective #8-Eligibility for Free and Reduced Lunches. Title I funding is based 
on the number of students eligible for free and reduced lunches. Elementary schools 
consistently reported greater eligibility for free and reduced lunch programs than high 
schools. Elementary schools indicated a range of eligibility for free and reduced lunch 
programs of 3 % to 89%. The majority of elementary schools fel into the range of 21 % to 
40% eligibility range. High schools indicated a range of eligibility for free and reduced 
lunch programs of 2 %-62 % . The majority of high schools fel into the range of 20 % or 
below eligibility. 
Objective #9-Eligibility and Participation in School Wide Pro.grams. School 
Wide Title I programming is available to school districts which meet a certain criteria of 
free and reduced lunch eligibility. School Wide Title I programming indicates how Title 
I funds may be used. Eligibility for School Wide Title I programming is desirable 
because Title I funds may be used to integrate other funding and expenditure plans. 
Sixty-eight percent of the districts indicated they were eligible for School Wide Title I 
planning, however, only 21 % of the districts that were eligible took advantage of this 
programming deregulation. 
Conclusions 
Based on the results of this investigation, the writer feels that the most desirable 
means of instruction is promoted through Title I personnel in an inclusionary seting. It is 
concluded that computer aided instruction is an instructional method that can provide 
more supplemental instruction and expand the limitations of personnel. It is further 
concluded that Title I programs based on comprehensive needs assessments wil be more 
relevant to student achievement in al core subjects. 
There was a direct relationship between eligibility rates at each grade level and the 
types of programs available at each grade level. While the demographics stay the same 
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for students at every grade level in the district, it can be assumed that the lower free and 
reduced lunch eligibility at the high school level is due to lack of submission of 
applications for free and reduced lunches. This suggests that there is a need to encourage 
high school students to apply for free and reduced lunches. This would provide more 
Title I funds, thus generating more funding for supplemental learning opportunities at the 
secondary level. 
Strengths in Title I programming include the creativity of school personnel in 
designing individual and smal group instructional opportunities to supplement the 
regular curriculum. Options available are limited only by the identified needs of the 
students. Another strength indicated in Title I programming is the constant focus on 
reading, writing, and mathematics. Districts are using an integrated approach to teaching 
these subjects which incorporate other subject areas. School Wide Title I programming is 
a strong option for some districts which qualify. 
Weak areas indicated in Title I programming included Reading Recovery. 
Reading Recovery can serve only a minimum amount of students in a 36 week school 
year. Frustration was conveyed through comments that, while this program was 
beneficial, there were concerns that the funds were not used to a maximum benefit for 
student achievement. Another weak area indicated was a lack of direction for districts 
when programming with Title I resources. This can be overcome by conducting a 
comprehensive needs assessment while considering non-traditional methods of 
instruction and creativity. 
Decisions regarding Title I programming should be based on a comprehensive 
needs assessment that considers al aspects of the students' abilities to learn. This 
includes emotional needs, home environment, and parental support. 
Recommendations 
This study revealed that districts are moving away from the traditional 
instructional seting of a Title I teacher puling out students from regular educational 
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programming to provide supplemental educational opportunities. The recommendations 
presented are designed to assist other districts in the region and professionals who desire 
more information on Title I programming options. 
Recommendations for Title I programming include the folowing: 
1. Districts should determine if they are eligible to participate in School Wide 
Title I programming. This opens up programming options and may incorporate Title I 
plans with the district's school improvement plan and technology plan. 
2. Title I plans should be tied to district technology plans to best utilize resources. 
These plans should be incorporated into school improvement activities and other 
federaly funded programs, when possible, to best utilize resources. 
3. High school students should be encouraged to apply for free and reduced 
lunches so more Title I funds are generated, which would provide more supplemental 
instructional opportunities. 
4. Superintendents should seek additional information on Title I programming for 
maximum student achievement. 
5. Alternatives to the traditional instructional seting should be considered when 
designing Title I plans. A comprehensive needs assessment should be conducted by each 
district to consider al aspects of students' ability to learn, resources available, and 
instructional needs, as wel as emotional and parent involvement needs. 
6. Supplemental programs outside of the regular school day should be 
considered, such as summer school, after school instructional time or tutoring. 
Recommendations for Further Study 
1. Computer aided instruction was used in the majority of districts to provide 
instruction. Additional study concerning this type of instruction is recommended due to 
the availability of technology in school setings. 
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2. This study has identified a significant difference between free and reduced 
lunch eligibility at elementary and secondary grade levels. Since the demographics are 
the same for al grade levels in a district, further investigation into this area is warranted. 
3. Research indicates that effective parent involvement coordination and training 
is significant to a student's education. Further study is recommended to identify these 
types of components that may be provided by Title I programming. 
4. In the research studied for this project, there is an assumption that lower 
socioeconomic cultures generate a more at-risk student population. Further study is 
recommended to verify this assumption. 
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Appendix A 
Survey Instrument 
Title I and Reading Recovery Programs 
(Chapter I Programs) 
How are Title I funds used in your district (check as many as apply)? 
__ Reading Recovery Teachers Number of teachers --Title I Teacher(s) Number of teachers __ 
Title I Teacher Aides Number of aides ----Computers Software 
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Student Materials Teacher Materials __ Consumable Supplies 
__ Technology Training Other Staff Development 
__ Elementary Junior High __ High School 
Other Expenditures, please note: 
Do your Title I or Reading Recovery teachers go into the classroom, pul students out of 
the regular classroom, or do you have an after school Title I program? 
If you use computers in your Title I program, in what ways? (check as many as apply) 
Josten' s computer network Internet 
__ computer lab __ stand alone computers with software in classrooms 
__ other technology, types---------------------
--reading __ writing math others, please 
list 
What is the amount of your Title I budget? ___ _ 
What is the percentage of free and reduced lunches at the elementary level (K-8)? 
What is the percentage of free and reduced lunches at the high school level (9-12)? 
Are you eligible for School Wide Title I programming? __ yes no 
Are you a School Wide program? __ yes __ no 
Overal satisfaction with your Title I program? Excelent Satisfactory Unsatisfactory 
Comments: 
Name and address (to receive final product): 
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Appendix B 
Cover Leter 
June 15, 1996 
Dear Title I Participant: 
The purpose of this survey is to gather information about Title I Programs 
(formerly Chapter I). Please answer the folowing questions to the best of your ability 
and ask other people who may have the information if you are unsure. This information 
wil be used to improve the Title I Program at Ramsey School District #204, Ramsey, 
Ilinois. This is part of a field experience through Eastern Ilinois University. 
If you would like to receive a copy of the finished product, please enclose your 
name and address. Your assistance is appreciated. 
Sincerely, 
Rebecca Kuhn 
